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“Ah ar ongoing.’ research program has revealed differences in performance, among 


r$. depending on “the academic. major (ediication Ws: non=éducation) of the 


+e 


dn ar. These. findings have stimulated this inquiry. This jnvesti=. | 
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5 conducted: with vata :Froih 82 student teachers, was - conducted to: determine: 2 


he ther Cie -eccur among. morale self-ratings and supervisor: ratings, at 


| dastructionay, skill performancés ‘by: education. majors. ah jion-eduea tion Majors... te g 


“Results from thi i$ inves estigatian revealed no. differences betiveen: inorale: selfs 


‘reports of majors. and nofi-tia jor. Conversely, instructional skill performan nica, 
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“ratings: by, tiniversity supervisors. were found to. be’ statistically different. 
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“Using learner cognitive attainment as a measure of teaching ability dates 
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ee sete 
“tothe ‘turn: of the. present century. with, the , séfent Fie: shanagenent moverient. in a 


5, yrs 
rican “education... Sane time jaters ‘ifeepst. hetghtened regarding student ‘ 
= x sed a ook 
Ss a consequence. measute i in. student teaching: _ This. interes 4 ee aa 


by tvotk k (952) who assesséd the. ‘nibact. of student, 


t oe He found’ this. strategy proheot if 


x 


: _perfomare es at the exbelise: of heightened: arxiety: among. ri tune teicher rs 


genes ander ‘this. grading convention. ‘More  recentlys iets aie. and i 


‘ i ms “ 


card 


learner 


sai of Taierelated content “Using three different’ ol engetest so 


as basis for their andlygers wesutts ‘were enor ted that. teacher's oe ube, - 


‘ . Bee ~ ae 
hers subsequently, stinuTated a’ sinitar Aine of - rai 
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“Preservice “yesaaret sponsored by the tnstructional Research: Laboraoty 
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ay 


- of “the Cotleaé of Education at Texas AgM Unive eS ity, ‘has. beer edfgucted to. 


ae a 
_-exanine a nunber of evaluation concerns. assdciated ‘With teacher education. 


One. group of investigations have focused on consequéhce measures: for ‘student 


« 


, teaching. In: particular, these studies have_examined. whether cognitive 


iM measures of Teamiers of student teachers hold promise as: “criterion variables: 


for professional Pele. _expapiences (bento P Norris, 1979, “19814 Denton & ~ 


Tooke, 1982;. Denton, Morris, & Tooke, a Res Its Fron, these investigations 


~ account for variatio ns in the performace of their oe For example. 


ae 


ent. teachers. A nexpct finding from this research has oooh the. 


ae variation ‘in.gognitive attdinnent of jearners of these. student teachers.” “a8 


lustrate, ‘a. modest “correlat Lo oa 


Pe my 
ae sa woe ae Tine Aachen te oe aration 
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Bh was determined betieen the 


sg : toe 
a. a og eS 


anfiens..on the second. unit. ‘ug by the Student teachers. Further exanina> 


ve e attaimient, t values ee # 69: 0), that, Tearners. of non-educa tign- 


These vatues were sofbewhatt Surprising because. cognitive: sae 
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other" evaluation concern, oF, the aforementioned research effort is the: 


ae * 


sory rating Seale. “hear fifty years ago rating, scales and checklists + 
a ” 4 ate i Pig “i 
~pecine popular devices ‘among supervisors for evaluating the éffectiveness of | 


teachers. a “These. ‘instrurients, referred to as high ‘inference Scales, can: 


o “at . 


easily. be adapted. to a particular program, provide a means of providing nunierical 
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Se, _values of qualitative, ratings, Provide a summary ory overall evaluation of in- tags, 


observations and serve to provide a’ written. record that an avalution ie 


< susceptible validity because the » judgenents recorded may reflect ‘npressions > 


ame ts 2 


_ OF. ‘the ‘person rather than, assessment of the individual's teaching’ “ skifts. 


While: concern’ over: the use ‘of these instruments is of long standing (dayne, 1945), 


os 


“student teaching programs heve concious to depend heavily on these scales . 


“te: ‘provide accountability evidence “the t their student teachers are being 
a t. 7 7 t a . : 
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a os “Given these aforenentionad. Findings _the extant data ron which: these. 


vs eal 


ts: ‘were’ derived, and the concern with high- ~inference eva luation instruments, 


a - 
inquiry. was conducted to: determine a differences: occur across 


* super rvisor ratings of instructional skilis’ erformiance by education majors: and 


ducation | najors. In, addition, ‘weekly. orale self-ratings. wee. also 


ai s - + 


_cparet for ‘these: ‘tho > graups-a ‘of ‘Student, teachers. ' a 
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an. supervisor: <iratiias 6 of instructional. 
paent eect ites in ve 


ny 
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yy This investigation was conducted 1 an Educational Curriculum and. 


In str ruction: department. “The ‘teather-preparation. program which participated 


if thee: itvestigation: is a. competency-based program for secondary-level, 

- teachers: fashioned around a diagnostic- Blgeerapetve model .of instruction 
(Armstrong, Denton, & Savage, 1978). This modal illustrates teaching asa. 
series of events reqfiring. five distinct sets of instructional skills: 

fa) | Specifying Performance Objectives, (b) Biagnosing Learners, (c) Selecting 


Instructional Styategies, (d) Interacting with Learners, and (e) Evaluating. 


* wth Effectiveness of: Instruction. Co ~ 


nn of 7 « 
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~ the jeulminating experience. in the préparation program is a full- -senester, 
full ~day student teaching progkan ‘with twelve Semester hours, -being awarded” 
for successful cotipletion of the experience. During this course, ach 


* student teacher is required ‘to develop and implement two instructiona units 


gach Fequiring approximately two. weeks to compl éta, The instructional units L oO 


5 include: performarice objectives, a. od agnostic 4 pretest to determine At 


a otty 


a 


ie knowledges and skills are: present, instructional strategies. ads. 
C t 


A a bat 
7 dressed ‘to each perforiiance objectiva, and. ctiterion- referenced instruments ..- 


: these: units must be approved by the classroon supervising. ‘dager and the 


we 


“indvagstty | supervisor ‘prior to -impementation. Some tine ago’, a, mut ti-stage. 


_ evaluation system wa S- ‘established to monitor the developnent and inplenentation 


ie # 
rs 


of this cometenoy-base progran (benton, 1977). Eval uation: of student 


ners. Gn: this" ‘system. ticludes ‘supervisor ratings ‘based. ‘on. Ane -class 2. 


_ gtiservations, and Taps Ags 9 of ir sttuctional, nater iets produced, by ‘the, stiident 


ae ae 
; a ac ér, Géneraily. sia. Supervisor visits. are completed during a. semester. 


” + Pes, 


_Thete y isits are recorded. as rabtngs On an ‘Evaluation Profile instrument. 


; P< 
-Heconted on this instrument, represents a. consensus rating ves Big, ‘from a: 
wn 3. 


" Bhtee wal conference between the ‘student. teacher, the élassroom _ Supervisor, 


and the university supervisor. In addition, a curriculum Context Cheékiist 
for Fating the components of each instructional ‘unit is completed by: the 
university supervisor. Two of these forms are compress during “the field, 


experience. These rating scales provided the dependent, measures for peste): 


Pd > a 


question oné in this study. . 2% 
_ Student teachers, also are eeciesiee to contribute -to the fovndtive 
. dh . 
evaluation process by completing w weekly reflection sheets throughout the | 


semester. These Se]f-report sheets solicit an assessment of their morale { , 
and factors influencing the rating. Values gleaned from these sheets provided 
the dépendent measures for research question two in this study. In addi tion, 
summative provedures are conducted by student teachers at the conclusion of 


Go 


aah unit, "and summaries of learner performances are recorded on Summ mmayy 
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~valation of, Unit Forms . Values. for ths form-are obtained as‘student — eae ale 
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teachers retain: the unit, test responses, of learners etter providing * 
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_ feedback to then regarding. their performances. Copies of these instruments. oe, 
ate" vavai Table in 1 ERIC. (Denton & Norris, 1979)., cae * Ps Po 


“The aforementioned learner performance: data were agpeealariely iced to 


# = tyes * n 
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develop a critenion-referenced summary on each learner. and _uparized as group . 


va 


values for each student teacher, Subsequent analysis of ‘these data revealed 


*# 


differences in. per forarice among learners depending on, pnp of the 


Pred 


a _ fnformation from 82 ‘secondar y-level student ‘teachers and 9601 iarters 

a one 2 \ x i pte 
_ tive by these student. teachers prised the total sample for, ws: data Lhe een 
ey \ ENS 


t Fifty-six of these. student teachers were education inajors white ‘the .. 


- oF 
id 


ee 26 candidates were’ teacher certification students majoring in other: 


_ colleges. ‘The stirdent teachers were ‘supervised . ‘by five university supervisors 


ow 


over tthe course of five snesters (i.8. ’ spring 1978 - 7 student teachers, 
/ 


fall 1978 . - 18 student’ farts: ‘Spring 1979 = - 19° tudent teachers, alt teen: 


1975. - 9 Student teachers, Spring’ 1980 -:29 student teachers). The total 

aad agi 4 secondary-level student teachers numbered 291 during this pariod : 
\ 

a “spring 28 - 68, Fall 7B - 64, Spring 79 ~ 52, Fall 79 - 82; Spring a 55). 


Participation of student teachers. ‘in this infuiry was” based on “whether ‘their : 


wm 


* -university supervisors were actively. invglved—in_the résedieh program. 


nacanene e 


It is important to note that the major of the stu ent teacher was ot 


ta 


known by the vaniversity supervisor during the field experience. In a 


i ‘on, 


7 a cont iuency tabie, was develaned and statistically tested to determine whether 


“ * y 6. ’ 
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en ne : co 8 ee 
a student teachers were evenly. distributed across Ue SuperNns ors with. " 
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respect. to their secdemic! major. ec ae el was riot statistically sa 
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: significant, indicating expected number's. of Student teachers of each category 


Fiajors and fion-ma ors) were ; in veal ity, sassigned to each university supervisor 


= — we ry . 
ea Even though these precautions were then, ‘certainly no claim can be nade that 


z 
x a 


. findings from this inquiry will generalize Poe settings. ; 
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sh 
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*In ordér to ‘enroll in student teaching . "each candidate in this sample 


we 


i : “had thet. the following criteria: (a) had: wren, Wm senior standing, (b) nad a ne ; 


atta ined: a minimum grade-point ratio of 2.25, (&) ime compT ted at Teast 


. grades mer ratio of 2.25, a at least one nds er prior to student teaching. . 
- - | had fulfilled all requirements (i.e., a statenent of personal “Commi tment ; 
2. ; Rees 

three letters of recommendation, “successful completion of an English proficien- 
, , cy. examination) for. sdatsctan to ,the teacher education program, and (e) had 
completed tari. Hours of professional education: coursework. 

In contrast to the. commona] itiés among majors and non-Mmajors , the fost 
pe . "pronounced difference between individuals majoring in education and non-naJors 
: seeking teacher certification while completing degree requirements in 
agriculture, liberal arts, or science were the required semester hours of ’ 
arorassional education coursework. Nonmajors completed 22 semester hours| 


t 


vA of professional education coursework, organized into four courses [general : 
“teaching methods (3 hrs. 7 educational psychology ( 3 ips eteachine 
“= field Tethods (4 hrs. )s. student teaching (12 ‘hrs. ).] Majors. completed thé 
i “afrementjoned courses and five additional courses totaling 34 ,genester hoiirs, 
~~ Ty Baty introduction .to secondary education (1 hr.), early, field experience 
& hrs. ), subject matter of teaching ( 3 hrs.), preparation of instructional’ 


: = nacemiais (3 hrs. 4, and sdotescent psychology (3 hrs.). , , 7 . ; 


fatee wt dit 
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Instruments  . , sg Bo Aas ' at 
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Three scales were uséd. in obtaining measures of the various dependent 
a 


“variables fn this. investigation. The following briefly MeSED Des “these 


a neerunents, An Evaluation Profile “was employed” to obtain the variables, 


~, 


“associated with the instructional “effectiveness of, the student teacher as 


perceived by the university: supervisor. This instrunent his, completed ona ‘te 


biweekly basis by the university supervisor. The ‘scale; consists, of twenty- 


eight Likert ine el divided into tWo. categories, i.e., instructional com- 


 atancies (20. ites) -and. personal” and: professional competencies (9° tems). 


The following Listings: under ‘instructional competencies were Be included 


% y 


in ‘the analysis, self- evaluation, and overall baeine for teaching a EHO week 


ai unit. these items were oinitted because, neither item. was directly iankad with 


te 


. setae components inp teacher preparation, program. “Conversely, with the 


~ 


exception of these two ‘items, scale ‘items are referenced to performance obj- 


jectives in ‘the atuderit ‘teaching program Further, with the exception of the 

two items ; instructional skills addressed on this instrument ane conpatible 

with the skills ani knowledges stressed in the. diagnostic- prescriptive model: 

of instruction, on which this ‘prosran is based. The supervisor = the choice 
of marking one of five’ categories ranging from excellent to jnadeonste If the 
skill. is not observed or not. -applicable to theelassrobm situation the supervisor 
has the option of marking*N/A. The alpha coefficient, A = 94 determined for 
this instrupent suggests a high eegues of internal consistency among responses’ 


~ 


: the cious items. 


vk, 


\.A second rating scale, the Curricuium Context. Sneek is used to - 


provide university supervisor ratings of. the two curricular units developed 


oe impl enented by the student teacher. Values from this scale provide ° 


va 


data for the planning effectiveness of the student ‘teacher. This instrument 
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‘ | > * 7 
Contains a 5 choice scale identical to one scale of the evaluation profiles. . 


Individual ites of this instrument identify’ cénponents of the curriculum unit ? 


r "e, gis general seals focusing generalizations, concept list, diagnostic Sonponente: 


- 


— Values” fort planning effectiveness obtained from this instrument were analyzed in. 


“relation: to research ques tion’ oné. of this inquiry. “ . 


e va « 


Teaching candidates’ contributed to the data base of this inquiry by , 


“an instrumen* which serve. formative evaluation functions for the candidate 7 


and provides. time--ordered data for programmatic research. This instrument - - , . 
~ 4 : ote 


the. weskly Retiections Sheet requests students teachers to estimate the. percent 


a, 


a 


‘team teacking, and/or assuming all résponsibfity.. Tn. addition, oe assess. aie ; 


their morale and provide a written rationale for the rating. Morale is described | ~ 


s 


‘on the instrument in the POnTOWing | manner. "Norale’ refers to your mental and sk 


« ca 


. emotional condi tion with regard to your performance of the, required tasks during 


7 . student teaching. High morale ‘As tharacteri Zed by enthusiasmn,. confidence, -* 


“e* 


s 
_ & Sense of accomp1 ishmen t? ea Low morale is,chatacterized by a lack of absence ” 


of these feelings " Candidates have the choice of marking one of five categoties’ 


as 


from ‘iow to high. ac 2 ~ er * ae : a 


: ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS as oe A 
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Given ‘the nature of the research questions ‘for this inquiry and the me 


ie 


unbalariced sample sizes of majors and non-majors, data were, tredted descriptively 


for both research acme However, non-~ parametric’ sign: tests were. applied 
Rey ‘ “ sales 


,  . toa variety of comparisons to determine whether either group, nagors or. - 


non-majors, produced a greater number of high.ratings..__ 


. 


’ ‘ eo ie a wo 
Question One - Planning effectiveness of the student teachers..are summarized | 


in table 1. The sign test comparing the.mean ratings of the various, curricular . 
i : . - . ‘ a 


owe 


aS 


. ‘ Place table 1 about here “s Se oe, Oe . 
: 7 j a tie. - = 7 ss a 2 
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Components between majors and non-majors did not yield a significant difference, 


f 


“In fact, exactly half of the means ratings favor each group. Examining the ratings 
across units by majors and non-majors Reveal that without exception non-majors 
as ived higher, ratings on their initial unit; majors on the other hand, received 
higher ratings cr their ééeun instructional unit¢for 3 of the 6 components. 


In general, little variation in planning effectiveness ratings were found to 


_ occur across the urs regardless of the student teacher's major. 


“Assessing the. student teasher s competence in imptementing the plan was ; 
acconiplished through six classroom visits and corresponding evaluations. > 


Summair ies of the instrugtional competence poring? across the six evaluation 


bg ieite are phecenied in table’ 2. in addition, graphic displays of these data 
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Place table 2 and figure 1 about here. 


Pan 
+ a 
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s. 7. “7, 


are presented in engi a These numerical ‘and graphical presentations reveal 
an ng 


; _a’-nitiber of trends across the evaluation visits. First,-higher ratings 


scarlet Across all “instructiona] conpetennies For, both majors and non-majors 


- 


as the ‘student teaching ‘exper faye Brogressed. Second, differences in supery sor 
~ i “s ST 
; ‘ratings Lae al “and hon-majors tended to be small. Third, Sign tests. \ 


“revealed a significant number . of higher racings for evaluation visits 3 and 4 


. 


for hon-najors while majors attained a significantly greater ntimber OF more 


i 


favorable ratings.for evaluation. visit 6. ,The sign tests nor the remaitting 


evaluation visits (1, ey and 5) did not prodyce a signif icantly greater.: 


sd “uiber of more favorable ratings for either group as student begener ss ’ Fourth, 


the range in, ae across the six evaluation Heiss of (Pe aes ay .2 for majors 
‘ 


o 


cand nnon,najors was observed for the 18° instructional a This 


” 


observed range of mean values represents 32 percent of the igssibte range of =, 


on 


scores, reflecting the dégree of discrimination exercised by the’ superyisors 


Ae xe r 


Yolen 


-” 


r : ? ¥ : f. : 10 
* | . or ~ : 
in rating sl student teachers: ,. ae ae Te ” es 
eae a cs a ad ai Ye ee eed , 
e visual examination of the graphs @ figure ] reveal similar slopes for — 4 
, “the plots | majors and non-majovs across the instrudtional ‘competencies exemingd. 


Yet" 15 of the 18 graphs reveal one or Y ifdre intersections of ‘the curves of majors ° 


° 


NS and romans These intersections, as perceived by the ‘urriversity supervisors 


: indicate uneven progress in ‘mastering, instructional competencies, such as, use 


ey) lesson Plans, diagnostics used, and Satnodueine and concluding lessons. The 

_" . . thee instructional competencies whose graphs did not include ee are 

i use of dup] icating equipment, ase of audio- visual equipment,” j an clarity-of 

om dirdetions: Non-majors attained nigher ratings than their ‘counterparts across’ 

a all yatings of the competencies, use of duplicating equipment aiid. ise of audio- 
& 


et . visual equipment while majors. attained uniformily .igher ratings on the skill, 


’ 


‘jiireduc in and concluding INS , ‘than did their non-ma jor” col leagues. ‘ 


Question Two , - MeeKIy self- ~ratings of mora student “teachers are: reported 


- _ & in table 3 and Figure "2. Similar to the supervisory ra ngs, the moyale ratings 


5 ,, - * » 
a e . - 


ee  <* * . °” Place table 3 about hefe 


: across both majors and non-majors gradually incredse over the course of ithe 

~ ae ee Both groups of student teachers report ‘lower morales during. the 

* .  \darly weeks ‘of the ex perience., However, figure 2 reveals that non-majors appear 
: ‘to’ move through’ the. self-doubt period slightly sooner than, majors (weeks 3, 4, 5 

: a for non-majors and weeks. 4, 5, 6 for majors). A sign test comparing the mova le ’ 

ratings of both groups of student, teachers across the fifteen week semester 


a ; “failed to produce a significant finding. since eight self-ratings of morale were « 


higher For, ma jOr's compared to’ Seven ratings favoring non-majors. ~~ F 


A _@ — , . a : 
7 . Place figure 2 about here ‘ -* | 
‘ a Ah Ww . 7 j a i z. s - 
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Examining figure 2 for other patterns reveals a "leveling period" between 


Be 
ac 


a _ the. eighth and tenth weeks, followed by. higher ratings for the final weeks of the 


' _— / : 
- experience. The pattern occurs for both majors and non-majors. Thus, while these. 


are minor variations the overall trends are similar among weekly morale ratings 
between student teachers who are majors in education compared with those who 


are majoritig in other colleges (agréeaTture,_ liberal arts and: science). 


bey 


- * DISCUSS TON 
This inquiry was conducted to determine whether differences in instructional 
- 


skit} and unit development ratings by supervisors and morale ratings of student 


teachers are different givert the acedemic major of the teaching candidate’. 


The initial iasearch question of this inquiry Ted to the examination of 
\ supervisory ratings of the unit . components developed “by the by the Student teachers. = 
While no overal) differences were found between student teachers majoring in 


education and their counterparts not majoring, in education, examination of” the 2 ; 
data revealed that wie ‘intragroup comparisons were made non-majors eonststenely . : 
received their best mats on the initial unit and lower ratings on “the second 
unit. Conversely, majors tended to receive higher intragroup ratings on the 
second i These observations are i with the findings reported 
elseuhgre (Denton & Nerris, 1979; Denton & Tooke, 1981; Denton, Morris & Tooke, 
1982)" i Jearners of student teachers achieved nearly the same percentage 

of euponatlen objectives in unit one, regardless of the student teacher ''’s 
acadeni¢ major. For unit two, however, performance on the percent of unit 
objéctives achieved was substantially higher for learners of dent teachers 
majoring in education. The similar ratings and nearly. equal learner performance 
on unit one among majors and riowsiiagors appear to verify the assumptions that | 
university supervisors perceived ’and rated the planning capabilities of student 


teachers without regard to their academic major of the student teacher.. soe 


~-y ~ 
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the modest improvement of ratings of aa and the ebncomi tant higher cognitive 


‘performance among their. learners. coup éd. with. the -conyerse situation with r non- 
majors (slightly lower ratings and” lower coqnitive attainment“values of their = 
learners) in unit fais suggest a relation between these indicators of the teaching 
candidate's competence. It is sncouragang that these trends of the supervisory 
.Yratings parallel the ‘trends abserved an learner cognitive attainment. Yet an .- 
explanation of these observed trends is not cldarly evident. Perhaps majors 
earn higher ratings because of higher quality plans, which ‘in turn positively , 
influence learner attainment. This explanation would be compelling, ‘had the 
ratings for instructional planning of non=majors been substantially lower than _ 
corresponding ratings c of f majors, but this was not te case. 

The reported relation of learner coanitive attaintent to the major of the 
‘Student teacher appears to be slightly linked to instructional planning | but other 
va: jables such as teaching competencies ratings and morale aay influence 
this relation. Supervisor ratings regarding. the instructional competencies: 
of student teachers followed a similar :pattern to the instructional] plan ratings 
of majors and non-majors. That is, non-majors were rated significantly higher 
on the program's instructiona.] competences during unit one compared to student, 
teachers majoring in education. However , this trend reversed itself during . 
unit two witht majors receiving a significantly greater mabey of higher skill 
ratings than their counterparts not majoring in ‘education. These observations 
and a casual examination of the data resented in-figure 1 indicate graduai. 
jnprovanent in skill performances acrdss the student teaching. experience. 
Again a slight but perceptible link between supervisory quality ratings of 


t 
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instructional competence and learner cognitive attainment was found to occur. 


Whether the modest differences in instructional skill ratings combined with the 


trends observed for instructional planning explain the cognitive attainment 
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In general, morale of the Student teachers improved during the course of the — 
/ a 
Major-ing-.and not majoring in education-were minor, ‘yet both groups ‘displayed AY 


accoiiplishient) during the experience. The drop in moyale about 2 weeks into: 


“not differ by more than a week. . , ‘ = 


« 


advantage observed for learners: of ma ors is open to question. However , it is 


‘encouraging that these supervisory’ ratings provide a logical basis for ‘the 


°o 


difference in learner cognitive attainment of student teachers with different. 


academic majors. 4 ae: : , - 
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The. second research question of this inquiry addressed the equivalence of - Ei 


self-report, morale ratings between student teachers of different academic majors. 


. 


Field experience. Differences in. morale ratings between student teachers 


° 


a corthon pattern regard.ing . morale (self- confidence, satisfaction, sense of 


the: experience likely was due to their sanvene ich of. filling the role of teacher 2 - 
~ 7 - te 


as 
since at that time they vere preparing to teach their first unit. As the planning 


‘effort converged with the implementation cf the initial in eaiamee between: 


the fourth and eighth weeks of the semester morale (self-confidence) began -- 


. an a ra sa . . a * NN oT 
to improve perhaps because they were experfencing first-hand their ability ,. 
to cope, even enjoy the challenge of teaching. This satisfaction with tedching | 


then plateaued for about three weeks, and again improved For two or three weeks: 


“ 


hile it may. be coincidental , the plateau period’ 7 with the time 


serio in the ENDER ICHES devoted, to ref flecting, and evaluating their performance 


on the initial unit. and subsequent plagning for unit 2. The subsequent gain a 


in self-confidence again co. responds — to the implementation of the second unit. 
Thus, it appears morale (self- conf idence) was cccpeicen vO. some extent on whe ther 
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they were actually responsible for teaching. The only dit tenance between majors 


a 


and non-majors was the occurrence ‘of these periods, and even here the phases did 


re 


Perhaps what has influenced supervisory ratings, antl learner cognitive 
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: attainment is perserverance ‘and. experience. Student teachers majoring in educa= 


tion are provided with constructs ‘assoetated with teaching through: required 


-% ‘ 


‘coursework for at least 6 and. ‘possibly 7 semesters of the 8 semester program.. 


; : Non-tiajors on the dther hand, rarely enrol] in educhtion coursework for more 
‘ than. three semesters including the semester of student teaching... Tt ‘is con. at 
- ’ ceivable, that tha jors um education through additional experienceg, such as “the ion 
: . early field experience..updérstand that teaching is an. iterative, process “ile 7 
: i non-majors "psych-up" for the event, of teaching unit an then experience a - 
: “et= down" when. called. upon to devaion and ‘implement asecond unit, This : 
. 4 explanation, if valid. is ‘consistent with “the ‘slight? Ly fay vorabe status non= | a 
: rn inajors. appear tc to aa regarding ‘supervisory ratings tvaud ihe forty on “ a 
—_ of. the. experience , and the subsequent shift in ratings ‘favoring: majors . at the ? : 


coriclusion of ‘the experience. Additional support for this: -exfitanation 


ere 


résts. with the observation that. supervisory perceptions: ‘arid ratings tend to Ke 
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‘ supported by reported shifts in learner cognitive attainment across the rs 

bag 8 experience. Thus, this inquiry lends empirical support to the current = emphasis, : 

: ’ in some: quar ters of fichier education, that the preparatory period for “becoming a 

: a. tédcher should’ be extended. " ; - 
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